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DETAILED ACTION 



Claims 1-21 are pending in this office action. 

Information Disclosure Statement 

1 . The information disclosure statements (IDS) submitted on 8/22/02, 7/03/03 and 
10/07/03 have been considered. 

Priority 

2. This application claims benefit of Provisional Application 60/235,51 3 filed 
09/26/2000. 

Claim Objections 

3. Claim 17 is objected to because of the following informalities: "display" should be 
"displayed". Appropriate correction is required. 



form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in a patent granted on an application for patent by another filed in the 
United States before the invention thereof by the applicant for patent, or on an international application 
by another who has fulfilled the requirements of paragraphs (1 ), (2), and (4) of section 371 (c) of this 
title before the invention thereof by the applicant for patent. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 



The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
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The changes made to 35 U.S.C. 102(e) by the American Inventors Protection Act 
of 1999 (AIPA) and the Intellectual Property and High Technology Technical 
Amendments Act of 2002 do not apply when the reference is a U.S. patent resulting 
directly or indirectly from an international application filed before November 29, 2000. 
Therefore, the prior art date of the reference is determined under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) prior 
to the amendment by the AIPA (pre-AlPA 35 U.S.C. 102(e)). 

5. Claims 1-6, 8-13 and 19-21 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated 
by U.S. Patent 6,266,681 by Guthrie (Guthrie). 

6. With respect to Claim 1 , Guthrie teaches a method for inserting a toolbar into a 
webpage at a server machine (Col. 3 lines 30-40), said method comprising: receiving a 
webpage at the server machine to be delivered to a client machine (Col. 3 lines 30-36); 
inserting the toolbar into the webpage at the server machine (Col. 3 lines 30-36), the 
toolbar including at least one link to a resource (Col. 5 lines 45-58) and an executable 
script (Col. 1 1 lines 32-45); and delivering the webpage to the client machine (Col. 3 
lines 30-40). 

7. With respect to Claim 2, Guthrie teaches all the limitations of Claim 1 and further 
teaches the at least one link is a graphical link (Col. 5 lines 45-58). 

8. With respect to Claim 3, Guthrie teaches all the limitations of Claim 1 and further 
teaches wherein the executable script is an activation script (Col. 1 1 lines 32-45). 

9. With respect to Claim 4, Guthrie teaches all the limitations of Claim 3 and further 
teaches the activation script determines whether the toolbar is displayed in the webpage 
when the webpage is displayed at the client machine (Col. 15 lines 52-57). 
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10. With respect to Claim 5, Guthrie teaches all the limitations of Claim 3 and further 
teaches the webpage has at least one frame, wherein an instance of the toolbar is 
inserted into each frame of the webpage at the server machine (Col. 3 lines 51-59). 

1 1 . With respect to Claim 6, Guthrie teaches all the limitations of Claim 5 and further 
teaches for each "of the at least one instances of the toolbar, the activation script 
determines whether the toolbar is displayed in the at least one frame of the webpage 
when the webpage is displayed at the client machine (Col. 15 lines 38-57). 

12. With respect to Claim 8, Guthrie teaches all the limitations of Claim 1 and further 
teaches the toolbar is a HTML toolbar (Col. 5 lines 4-12), and wherein the executable 
script is provided in a script programming language (Col. 11 lines 32-45). 

13. With respect to Claim 9, Guthrie teaches all the limitations of Claim 1 and further 
teaches the resource is a remote third party resource (Col. 5 lines 45-58). 

14. With respect to Claim 10, Guthrie teaches all the limitations of Claim 1 and 
further teaches the toolbar includes a plurality of links to different resources (Col. 5 lines 
45-58). 

1 5. With respect to Claim 1 1 , Guthrie teaches all the limitations of Claim 1 and 
further teaches said method further comprising: executing the executable script on the 
client machine to determine whether the toolbar should be displayed when displaying 
the webpage on the client machine (Col. 15 lines 38-57). 

16. With respect to Claim 12, Guthrie teaches a method for modifying a markup 
language page to include a dynamically determinable toolbar provided therein (Col. 3 
lines 30-40), said dynamically determinable toolbar operates when said markup 
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language page is being displayed to dynamically determine whether said dynamically 
determinable toolbar should be displayed as part of said markup language page (Col. 4 
line 67 to Col. 5 line 2 and Col. 1 5 lines 38-57). 

17. With respect to Claim 13, Guthrie teaches all the limitations of Claim 12 and 
further teaches said dynamically determinable toolbar includes at least one link to a 
resource (Col. 5 lines 45-58) and an executable script (Col. 1 1 lines 32-45). 

18. With respect to Claim 19, Guthrie teaches a computer readable medium 
including at least computer program code for inserting a toolbar into a webpage at a 
server machine (Col. 3 lines 30-40), said computer readable medium comprising: 
computer program code for receiving a webpage at the server machine to be delivered 
to a client machine (Col. 3 lines 30-36); computer program code for inserting the toolbar 
into the webpage at the server machine (Col. 3 lines 30-36), the toolbar including at 
least one link to a resource (Col. 5 lines 45-58) and an executable script (Col. 1 1 lines 
32-45); and computer program code for delivering the webpage to the client machine 
(Col. 3 lines 30-40). 

19. With respect to Claim 20, Guthrie teaches all the limitations of Claim 19 and 
further teaches the executable script determines whether the toolbar is displayed in the 
webpage when the webpage is displayed at the client machine (Col. 15 lines 38-57). 

20. With respect to Claim 21 , Guthrie teaches a dynamically determinable toolbar, 
said dynamically determinable toolbar being provided in a markup language page (Col. 
3 lines 30-40), and said dynamically determinable toolbar operating, when the markup 
language page is being displayed, to dynamically determine whether said dynamically 
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determinable toolbar should be displayed as part of the markup language page (Col. 4 
line 67 to Col. 5 Irne 13). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

21 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

22. Claims 7 and 14-18 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Guthrie in view of U.S. Patent 6,300,947 by Kanevsky (Kanevsky). 

23. With respect to Claim 7, Guthrie teaches all the limitations of Claim 5 and further 
teaches that under certain conditions, an instance of a toolbar will be created when a 
webpage is displayed at the client machine (Col. 5 lines 1-2). Guthrie also teaches that 
the activation script is within one of the at least one frame of the webpage and is part of 
the condition of displaying the toolbar (Col. 15 lines 38-57). Guthrie does not explicitly 
disclose the use of a threshold size to determine if the toolbar should be displayed. 
However, Kanevsky teaches it is well known in the art that web site elements can be 
conditionally displayed in a display area such as a frame (Col. 1 lines 43-47 and Col. 2 
lines 20-44). For example, a web site element will be displayed only if the size of the 
frame is above a certain threshold size (Col. 2 lines 45-49). It would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art to take the method disclosed by Guthrie and modify it 
as indicated by Kanevsky such that the toolbar is to be displayed when the webpage is 
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displayed at the client machine when both the activation script is within one of the at 
least one frame of the webpage and the size of the one of the at least one frame is 
greater than a threshold size. One would be motivated to have this as it is desired to 
have webpage material presented in a friendly and useful manner to the client (Col. 2 
lines 2-5). 

24. With respect to Claim 14, Guthrie teaches all the limitations of Claim 12 and 
further teaches the markup language page includes a least one frame (Col. 3 lines 51- 
59), wherein said dynamically determinable toolbar is provided within the at least one 
frame (Col. 3 lines 51-59), and wherein said dynamically determinable toolbar operates 
to display said dynamically determinable toolbar within the at least one frame under 
certain conditions (Col. 5 lines 1-2). These conditions determine whether to display the 
toolbar in frame or to not display the toolbar in the frame (Col. 1 5 lines 38-57). Guthrie 
does not explicitly disclose the use of a predetermined size in making the display 
determination. However, Kanevsky teaches it is well known in the art that web site 
elements can be conditionally displayed in a display area such as a frame (Col. 1 lines 
43-47 and Col. 2 lines 20-44). For example, to determine whether or not a web page 
element should be displayed one can test if the frame is greater than a predetermined 
size (Col. 2 lines 45-49). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to 
take the method disclosed by Guthrie and modify it as indicated by Kanevsky such that 
said dynamically determinable toolbar operates to display said dynamically 
determinable toolbar within the at least one frame when the size of the at least one 
frame is greater than a predetermined size and operates to not display said dynamically 
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determinable toolbar within the at least one frame when the size of the at least one 
frame is not greater than the predetermined size. One would be motivated to have this 
as it is desired to have webpage material presented in a friendly and useful manner to 
the client (Col. 2 lines 2-5). 

25. With respect to Claim 15, Guthrie in view of Kanevsky teaches all the limitations 
of Claim14, and further teaches said dynamically determinable toolbar includes at least 
one link to a remote resource (Col. 5 lines 45-58 of Guthrie) and an executable script 
(Col. 11 lines 32-45). 

26. With respect to Claim 16, Guthrie in view of Kanevsky teaches all the limitations 
of Claim14, and further teaches said dynamically determinable toolbar is a HTML 
toolbar (Col. 5 lines 4-12), and wherein the executable script is provided in a script 
programming language (Col. 1 1 lines 32-45). 

27. With respect to Claim 17, Guthrie teaches a computer readable medium 
including at least computer program code for determining whether a toolbar should be 
display in one or more frames of a webpage, said computer readable medium 
comprising: computer program code for determining whether the toolbar is within the 
one or more frames of the webpage (Col. 1 5 lines 38-57), and computer program code 
for displaying the toolbar in each of the one or more frames of the webpage under 
certain conditions (Col. 5 lines 1-2). These conditions can determine whether to display 
the toolbar in the one or more frames or to suppress the display the toolbar in the one or 
more frames (Col. 15 lines 38-57). Guthrie does not explicitly disclose the use of 
computer program code for determining the size of the one or more frames of the 
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webpage and the use of a threshold size to determine whether to display the toolbar. 
However, Kanevsky teaches it is well known in the art that web site elements can be 
conditionally displayed in a display area such as a frame (Col. 1 lines 43-47 and Col. 2 
lines 20-44). For example, a web site element will be displayed only if the size of the 
frame is above a certain threshold size (Col. 2 lines 45-49). Computer program code 
can be used to determine the size of the frame (Col. 2 lines 45-49). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to take the method disclosed by Guthrie and 
modify it as indicated by Kanevsky such that the computer readable medium further 
comprises computer program code for determining the size of the one or more frames 
of the webpage; and computer program code for displaying the toolbar in each of the 
one or more frames of the webpage in which the size of the one or more frames 
exceeds a threshold size and suppressing displaying the toolbar in each of the one or 
more frames of the webpage in which the size of the one or more frames does not 
exceed the threshold size. One would be motivated to have this as it is desired to have 
webpage material presented in a friendly and useful manner to the client (Col. 2 lines 2- 
5). 

28. With respect to Claim 18, Guthrie in view of Kanevsky teaches all the limitations 
of Claim 1 7 and further teaches the webpage and the toolbar are further provided on 
said computer readable medium (Col. 3 lines 30-40), 
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Conclusion 



29. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

30. U.S. Patent 6,496,203 by Beaumont et al. "Standardized and application- 
independent graphical user interface components implemented with web technology" 
December 17, 2002 

31 . U.S. Patent 6,490,602 by Kraemer "Method and apparatus for providing 
enhanced functionality to product webpages" December 3, 2002 

32. U.S. Patent 6,052,730 by Felciano et al "Method for monitoring and/or modifying 
web browsing sessions" April 18, 2000 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to David Lazaro whose telephone number is 703-305- 
4868. The examiner can normally be reached on 8:30-5:00 M-F. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Hosain Alam can be reached on 703-308-6662. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or 
proceeding should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is 703-305- 
3900. /^~\ 
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